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Abstract

This paper describes the third of four studies of teacher explanation of
reading skills. This descriptive study involved seven teachers who partici-
pated in a 1982~1983 experimental study. 1In the study the authors field~-
tested alternative achievement measures, worked to improve interventions with
teachers, and gathered more data about the nature of instructional explana-
tious. The procedures, analysis techniques and results are described, with
particular emphasis given to those findings which were incorporated into a
subsequent experimental study conducted in 1984-85. At one level, the results
continue to support the earlier findings that teachers can be trained to be
more explicit in their explanations and that such explicitness is related to
improved student awareness of lesson content. Despite the continued failure
to demonstrate significant differences in achievement test growth, the results
from the criterion measures were encouraging, suggesting that a relationship
between teacher explanation and student achievement will be realized when
alternative measures that focus on strategic use of skills are used. Appen-

dices provide examples of the instruments and protocols used during the

Study.



A DESCRIPTIVE STUDY OF TEACHER EXPLANATION:
FINAL REPORT OF THE 1983-84 STUDY

Laura Roehler, Gerald G. Duffy, Linda G. Vavrus, Joyce Putnam,
Eva Siven, Cassandra Book, and Michael Meloth!

The Teacher Explanation Study examines the hypothesis that, given
equality of opportunity to learn, teachers of low~-reading groups who explicit-
ly present the information needed to lear: skills will be more effective in
producing student outcomes than teachers who do not. We collected two outcome
measures: (1) student awareness of what was being taught during the lesson,
when to use it and how to do it and (2) reading achievement.

This line of research is distinguished from other reading instructional
research in six ways. First, the student outcome is metacognitive control of
the skills of reading. The skills are viewed as language conventions that
govern how to get meaning from text, with the good readers consciously using
reading skills as strategies té remove meaning blockages as they occur. In-
struction, then, is seen as the process of providing students with information
about strategic use of skills so that it can be activated when meaning block-
ages occur (Roehler, Duffy & Meloth, 1986). Second, because the focus is
metacognitive use of skills, the outcome measure is not simply student
achievement but also the students' awareness. Third, "instruction" consists

of the teacher's verbal explanation of "how to do" something that students do

1Laura Roehler and Gerald Duffy coordinate the Teacher Explanation
Project. Both are professors of teacher education at Michigan State
University. Linda Vavrus, former research assistant with the project, is an
assistant professor of curriculum and instruction at Teachers College, '
University of Nebraska at Lincoln. Joyce Putnam, Roy Wesselman, and Cassandra
Book are senior researchers with the project. Putnam and Book are professors
and Wesselman an associate professor of teacher education at MSU. Eva Sivan
is a research intern and Michael Meloth, a research assistant, with the
project. The authors gratefully acknowledge the assistance of Gary Rackliffe .
in retrieving and organizing much of the data reported here. ‘
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not now know how to do (in this case, how to use skills as problem-solving
strategies)., Fourth, because it is easier to observe targible gains when
studying low-group readers (as opposed to high-group readers), only low-group
students are studied. Fifth, the setting is the natural classroom with all
its normal constraints, including existing grouping patterns, the account-
ability system, the mandated instructional materials, the allocated instruc-
tional time, and the abilities and beliefs of the participating teachers.
Finally, we avoid the use of commercial materials, scripts, prescriptions or
kits. Instead, we teach teachers how to think independently about what is to
be taught and how to teach it. In a sense, we teach teachers to be strategic
and metacognitive about their instruction in the same way that we want them to
teach their students to be strategic and metacognitive about using skills to
get meaning from text. This paper reports about the third of four studies

involving teacher explanation of reading skills instruction.

Background

The basic research question for all the teacher explanation studies is as

follows:
Are low-group students of classroom teachers who are
explicit in explaining how to use reading skills as strat-
egies more aware of lesson content and better readers

than low-group students taught by teachers who are less
explicit?

The concept: "explicit explaining” and “student awareness” are crucially
important. Both are operationally defined through the rating system used to
score lesson transcripts and student interviews.

The rritecia for rating teacher explicitness includes (a) what informa-
tion the teacher provides (about the mental process being used, the reason why

it would be useful, the features to attend to, the sequence to be followed,



and the clarity and consistency of the examples) and (b) how the teacher makes
the information clear (the organization of a lesson including the model pro-
vided, the highlighting, the feedback, the review, the guided practice, and
the application to connected text). See Appendix A for a copy of the rating
instrument for teacher explanation.

The criteria for student awaren2ss focus on the degree to which the
students' responses to interview probes reflect metacognitive awareness of
what was being taught during the lesson, why or when it would be used, and how
to use it. See Appendix B for a copy of the rating instrument for student
awareness. |

Two studies of teacher explanation were conducted prior to the one

reported here. These sre briefly summarized here to establish the context for

the current study.

The 1981-82 pilot study. The pilot study conducted in 1981-82 involved

four second-grade teachers and their low reading groups (Roehler, Duffy, Book
& Wesselman, 1933; Duffy, Book & Roehler, 1983; Roehler & Duffy, 1984). The
four teachers received five individual help sessions and were observed six
times during the academic Year. Results indicated that, of the four teachers,
one consistently obtained high explanation ratings, one improved throughout
the study, one made no real change, and one was unable to use explamnation
techniques because of management problems. Corresponding student awareness
ratings showed a strong positive relationship to the explicitness of teacher
explanation. Pretest and posttest measures using the comprehension subtest of
the Woodcock Reading Mastery Test suggested a relationship between explicit
teacher explanation and student achievement., Descriptive findings suggested

three qualitative characteristics of the most effective explanations:



(a) skills should be taught prior to the reading of the basal selection,

rather than following the selection as is the case in the standard, directed-
reading lesson utilized in most commercially published basal-reading text-
books; (b) an explanation should contain verbal statements that specify what
the skill helps the reader do, when the skill is useful, and how to do it; and

(¢) once skills are explained, they should then be applied in the basal selec-

tion.

The 1982-83 experimental study. The pilot study seemed to support the

basic hypothesis that explicit explanation leads to greater student awareness
of lesson content and achievement. Consequently, an experimental study was
conducted in 1982-83 to link empirically teacher explanation, student aware-
ness, and student achievement (Duffy, Roehler, Meloth, Vavrus, et al., in
press; Roehler, Duffy, Book, et al., 1985). Twenty-two fifth-grade teachers
of low-reading groups volunteered to participate. Using ratings of their
classroom management obtained during baseline observations of their reading
instruction, teachers were stratified and randomly assigned to treatment or
control groups. The treatment teachers participated in six, two-hour sessions
focused on how to explain the use of reading skills while the control group
received a two~hour lecture on classroom management techniques., The skill
instruction in each of the treatment and control classrooms was then observed
five times at one month intervals between November and April. All observa-
tions occurred in the natural classroom setting, every teacher used standard
basal materials and each lesson focused on whatever reading skill the teacher
had planned to teach on that day. The achievement measure was pretest and

posttest scores on the comprehension subtest of the Gates-MacGinitie Reading

Tests 2nd ed.



Results from this experimental study indicated that treatment teachers
were significantly more explicit in their teaching than control teachers and
that the low-gziup ctudents of the explicit teachers were significantly more
aware of lesson content than the low-group students of iess explicit teachers.
Achievement growth, however, was not significantly different for the treatment
Zroup compared to the control group. Qualitative analyses of lesson tran-
scripts indicated that (a) the teacher's interactive role in providing sponta-
neous elaborations and ve-explanations after assessing the students' mediation
of the initial explanation was crucial to effectiveness, that (b) teachers who
present the skill in the context of its immediate usefulness in the selection
to be read have greater success than teachers who delay talk about the skill's
usefulness uyntil after the initial explanation and that (c) teacher talk that
establishes cohesion within and between lessons is important in getting
students to monitor their own comprehension routinely.

Failure to obtain significant differences between the achlevement gains
of treatment and control teachers was attributed to two conditions., First,
treatment teachers indicated that the complexities of the classroom and the
pressures of instructional mandates made it difficult for them to regularly
incorporate explanation techniques into their instructional routine. Conse-
quently, many of these teachers used explanation techniques only when they
were observed. Second, the use of the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test as the
sole achievemeut measure may have masked growth in strategic reading ability
because standardized tests tend to be global measures of reading ability that
ere insensitive to short-term achievement gain.

At the time we initiated this study, we had come to four major conclu-
sions. First, our quantitative data established that teachers can be trained

to be more explicit in presenting instructional informatior. to students and
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that such explicitness results in greater student awareness of lesson content;
however, we were unable to establish a relationship between teacher explana-
tion and student achievement. Second, our qualitative data led us to empha-
size the importance of (a) demonstvating the usefulness of the skill early in
the lesson and (b) providing explanations during the interactive phase of the
lesson (and the introduction and modeling phases). Third, we began to suspect
that there were qualitative differences in students' levels of awareness and
that these differences might be associated with differences in the explicit~-
ness of teachers' explanations. Finslly, we concluded that our methodology
needed modification, particularly what outcome measures to use for measuring

student achievement and what staff development strategies to use.

‘The 1983-84 Study

Given the results of the experimental study conducted in 1982-83, we con-
cluded that a year was needed to field-test alternatives to the standardized
achievement-test measure and to develop better ways of working with teachers
that would neutralize the constraining impact of the classrocm environment,

Consequently, seven volunteer teachers from the 1982-83 study were studied for

descriptive purposes during 1983-84.

The Research Questions

The basic research question remained the same:
Are the low—-group students of the classroom teachers who
are explicit in explaining how reading works more aware of
lesson content and better readers than the low-group
students taught by teachers who are less explicit?
Additionally, we wanted to continue our descriptive analyses of effective
and less effective explanations as a means for developing a more refined

understanding of the nature of instructional explanation. Consequently, to

gulde qualitative analyses, we asked the followlng question:
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What are the properties which characterize effective
verbal explanetions and which distinguish them from less
effective ones?

Finally, we wanted to field-test changes in the procedure used to study
teacher explanation. These included (a) a more comprehensive staff develop-
ment model that would help teachers implement teacher explanation training
despite the constraints of classroom life; (b) additional achievement measures

that could supplement standardized tests as outcome measures; and (c) inter-

view probes designed to differentiate students' levels of awareness.

Method

The procedures used in this study were consistent with those used in each
of our two earlier studies (see Duffy, Roehler, Meloth, Vavrus, et al., in
press). We used actual classroom teachers, provided training and coaching
designed to teach them how to explain reading skills to students, and observed
them six times during the academic year in the natural environment of their
classrooms. During each observation, we audiotaped teachers' lessons for the
low group, rated classroom managemen®, and took field notes. Foliowing each
observation, we interviewed five students from the observed low-reading group
individually about what they learned, when they would use it, and how to do
it. We then rated the transcripts of the teachers' lessons, the transcripts
of the students' postinstruction interviews, and recorded the students' scores
on achlevement measures.

During the research, a rescarcher assigned to each teacher acted as coach
and data collector. For the assigned teacher, the researcher collected pre-
and postachievement data, attended training sessions to help the teacher,
observed the teacher periodically throughout the academic year, provided
coaching feedback, conducted the student interviews followiug the observa-

tions, collected some of the ongoing achievement measures and conducted two

7 11



formal interviews with the teacher to determine liowledge of explanation and

perceptions of the difficulties in implementing it. Additional procedures

that distinguished this studv from the previous two are descrihed below.

Sample. Seven fifth-grade teachers and their respective iow=-reading
groups participated in the 1983-84 study. All the teachers had been partici-
pants in the 1982-83 experimental study of 22 fifth-grade teachers, 3 as
treatment teachers and 4 as control teachers, All taught in different build-
ings in the same large midwestern school district in which the experimental
study was conducted. As in the previous experimental study, the students in
the teachers' respective low-reading groups were considered to be comparable
because of the existence of a busing system that tended to distribute students
of various socioeconomic backgrounds equally throughout the schools ir the
district.

In addition to the smaller number of teachers studicd, the instructional
context in which the teachers worked was different in 1983-84. The partici-
pating school district had adopted a new, district-wide basal reading textbook
program that all teachers were required to use. This differed from the 1982.

83 study when teachers had been free to choose from among several basal text-

hooks.

The teacher intervention. Consistent with the staff-development

procedures established for the 1982-83 study, researchers intervened with
teachers in after-school staff development sessions. These sessions forused
on teaching the teachers (a) how to modify basal text prescriptions for the
skill being tzight so that students would learn tc use it as a strategy for
removing a blockage to meaning rather than as a memcrized procedure to be

applied in gkill exercises; (b) how to organize and structure a iesson so that
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students were explicitly introduced to the skill, had a model to follow, and
were guided in applying it; and {c) how to help studen*s use the skill in real
text (as opposed to artificial text such as ditto sheets and workbook pages).
There were, however, two major differences in the 1983-84 intervention.

First, while the intervention began with an overview session on teacher
explanation, subsequent sessicns focused on how to explain four srecific
skills (structural analysis, punctuation, context, and main idea) rather than
having teachers teach whatever basal text skiii occurred next in their respec-
tive basal textbooks. During each training session, researchers provided con-
ceptual background knowledge regarding how the target skill could be taught as
a strategy, showed a videctape in which the planning and teaching of that
particular skill was demonstrated, and coached the participating teachers as
they initiated the planning of the actual lesson they would subsequently
teach. For the training session on structural analysis, for instance, the
researchers showed the teachers how a skil. on prefixes could be presented to
students as a strategy to use when encountering an unknown word, how to model
the thinking good readers go through when using prefix strategies to figure
cut unknown words, and how to provide opportunities for guided practice,
elaborated explanation and application.

Second, the original staff development model used to train the teachers
in the 1982-83 study, described by Roehler, Wescelman and Putnam (1983), was
refined. Four principles were emphasized: (a) provide explicit information
about what you want the teacher to dc; (b) provide an explicit rationale con-
cerning why it is important for the teacher to learn the content; (c) provide
a model of the new thinking involved (as opposed to simply modeling the
behavior that results from the thinking); and (d) provide opportunities for

the teacher to practice the new thinking, as well as the behaviors, while

13



receiving feedback from a coath. To develop these principles, each
intervention session was organized in an eight-step format: (a) present what
i1s to be learned; (b) present the rationale as to why it is useful for the
teacher to learn it; (¢) model the new thinking involved; (d) model the teach-
ing behaviors that result from the thinking; (e) monitor the teachers' plan-
ning of the next lesson and provide feedback; (f) observe the teachers'
implementation of the lessons in t' =2 classroom; (g) provide immediate feedbesck
about the implementation of the lesson; and (h) supplement this with addition-
al individual feedback (using transcripts of the teachers' lessons as the ref-

erence point) at the beginning of the next intervention.

NData Collected

Data collected included audiotapes of lessons for the teachers' explana-
tions, audiotapes of interviews for student awareness, pretests and posttests
for student achievement and audiotaped 'interviews recording the teachers' per-

ceptions of teacher explanation and the training they had received., TEach of

these is described below.

Teacher explanation data. As in previous studies, data on the teachers'

explanations were collected by audiotaping the teachers' explanations during
low-group reading instruction, transcribing these, and having trained raters
score them according to the rating system developed by the researchers for the
previous year's experimental study (see Appendix A). The procedures for
training raters and scoring transcripts remained unchanged. Interrater reli-

ability for the rating of the teachers' explanations was .90.

Student awareness data. As in previous years, researchers collected stu-

dent awareness data by selecting students from the low-reading group to be
14
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interviewed following instruction, transcribed the interviews, and had trained
raters score them for student awareness of lesson content using the rating
instrument developed by the researchers in the previous study (see Appendix
B). While the concept of awareness was essentially the same as in the pre—
vious study, modifications in the procedures for collecting awareness data
were made based on noted differences in the quality of student awareness in
the previous study. First, student selection procedures differed. Instead of
interviewing the same students on all five occasions, three low-group students
were identified as target students at the beginning of the study and were
interviewed each time. Two additional interviews were conducted with students
chosen at random from among the remaining members of the low group.

Second, the interview itself was restructured to reflect three perceived
levels of awareness. Rather than simply asking each student three questions
about what was learned, when it would be used, and how to do it, students were
first given a general probe (Level I) to describe "everything you can remember
about today's lesson.” This probe was followed by the three questions about
what was taught, when it would be used, and how to do it (Level II). Finally,
1f unable to answer the questions at Level I and II, the students were given
an example from the lesson itself and were again asked what was taught, when
it would be used, and how to do it (Level III). A copy of the revised proto—
col used by the interviewers is included in Appendix C.

Raters were trained to score student-interview transcripts using
basically the same procedures as in the previous study. Randomly selected
transcripts from the 1982-83 study were used for rater training. All raters
rated the same transcripts and then discussed their ratings to agree on con-
ventions governing scoring. At this time, raters also piloted the rating of

interviews by levels of awareness. They scored each student's responses at
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each level and then made the highest rating achieved for a particular category

across levels the student's rated score for that category. Interrater reli-

ability was obtained for the overall scores only. For this study, the inter—

rater reliability for the student rating was .83.

Achievement data. Two changes were made regarding student achievement

data. First, rather than using the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test as we had
the previous year, we used the Standford Achievement Test, which is adminis-
tered every spring by that school district. Second, as a supplement to the
standardized achievement test, two additional measures were developed and
field-tested. The first consisted of paper and pencil tests of student
performance on each of four specific skills taught by each teacher (i.e.,
structural analysis, punctuation, context, and main idea). Copies of these
criterion measures appear in Appendix D. The second measure was a Graded Oral
Reading Paragraph administered on a trial basis to selected students at the
end of the academic year. This test consisted of a paragraph taken from the
Houghton Mifflin Placement Test. Students were asked to read it orally. They
were then asked questions abecut their self-corrections and about certain words
imbedded in the text to determine whether or not they were using skills as
strategies when reading. A copy of this measure and the accompanying scoring

sheet for the tester are included in Appendix E.

Teacher interview data. As in the 1982-83 study, teacher interview data

were collected twice during the year. The first interview occurred at the
approximate midpoint of the study (during January) and the other at the con-
clusion of the study (in June). The questions posed during the interviews

aimed at eliciting information in two general areas: (a) data concerning

12
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teachers' understanding of the nature of teacher explanation, refinements they

might be making that would give insight into the qualitative nature of the
explanation process, and special techniques they might be using (such as ques-
tioning) and (b) information about the teachers' perceptions of the value of
the intervention and the degree to which they wzre implementing the training

they received. The interview protocols are provided in Appendix F.

Schedule of Lesson Observations and Data Coliection

We collected lesson data at six points during the academic year. First,
we made baseline observations of the teachers' reading skill instruction and
management of task engagement. The management observation form and the -~ro-
cedures fur observing were the same as those employed in the previous year's
study (see Roehler, Duffy, Book, Meloth, Vavrus, et al., 1985).

Following the baseline observation, each of the seven teachers were ob-
served five times. The first four of these were observations of the specified
skills noted above that had been demonstrated and planned in a training ses-
sion conducted one or two weeks prior tc each observation. The first of these
was a structural analysis lesson (teaching students to use prefixes and suf-
fir.es to figure out word meaning), the second, a punctuation lesson (tezaching
students to figure out text messages by reference to punctuation cues), the
third, a context clue lesson (teaching students to figure out word meaning by
reference to the words around the unknown word), and the fourth, a main idea
lesson (teaching students to figure out the gist of a selection by reference
to the main idea). After the four specific skill lessons had been taught, we
observed each of the teachers a final time. For this lesson, teachers were

given personal choice in deciding what skill to teach. It is worth noting

13
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that in all cases this selection reflected the next skill prescribed in the

basal sequence.

Nata Analysis

We conducted three kinds of data analysis, consistent with the three
major purposes of the study. The first was quantitative and tested the basic
hypothesis of the study regarding the effect of teacher explanation on student
awareness and achievement. The second was qualitative and focused on the
descriptive characteristics of effective explanation, The last was an evalua-
tion of the new, field-tested techniques that might be used in future experi-
mental studies.

To answer the basic research question, analysis of variance procedures
were used. First, we éompared the explanation ratings of the three teachers
who had been treatment teachers in 1982-83 with those of the four teachers who
had been control teachers to determine if there were significant differenceas
in the explicitness of the explanations of the two groups. Second, we com-
pared the awareness rating of the low-group students taught by the 1982-83
treatment teachers to the awareness ratings of the low-group students taught
by the teachers who had previously been control teachers. Finally, we com-
pared the achievement of the low-group students of the former treatment
teachers with that of low-group students of the former control teachers.

To conduct the qualitative analysis, socloethnographic techniques similar
to those described by Green and Wallat (1981) were used. The more and less
effective of the seven teachers were identified. We analyzed the lesson tran-
scripts of the more effective teachers and identified characteristics of their
explanations. We then analyzed the lessons of the less effective teachers and
identified characteristics of the explanations. By comparing the

18
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characteristics associated with the effective and less etfective teachers, and
also by comparing a single teacher's most effective lesson with her 1less
effective lessons, we constructed descriptions of elements characterizing
effective explanation.

We conducted similar qualitative analyses of the new methodology we had
field-tested during the study. We examined the results of the alternative
achievement measures and the level of awareness interviews to see if these
measures yielded more information about student gains than the procedures used
the previous year. We evaluated the staff development model with feedback

from teachers interviewed at the close of the academic year.

Results

Results of this study are presented in three sections. The first reports
the quantitative findings about the basic research question, The qualitative
analyses regarding the nature of instructional explanation is reported in the
second section. The final section reports the results of the field-testing of

alternative achievement and awareness measures and of a modified staff devel-

opment model.

Quantitative analysis. The basic research question focused on the rela-

tionship between explicit teacher explanation and student awareness and
achievement outcomes. The basic measure of the teachers' explanation was the
score each lesson received when rated by trained raters using the instrument
developed for that purpose (see Appendix A). The measure of the students'
awareness was the score each interview received when rated by trained raters
using the instrume: for determining student awareness (see Appendix B). Two
measures determine¢ . hievement. The first were the pretest and posttest

scores on the comprehension subtest of the Stanford Achievement Test (SAT).
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The second were the scores on multiple-choice tests of skill knowledge
administered following the four specific skill lessons taught by each teacher.

We conducted an analysis of variance of the seven teachers' explanation
ratings to determine whether significant differences existed in their explana-
tions. The analysis revealed that while the 1982-83 trocatment teachers had
higher explanation ratings (X = 15.00) than the control teachers (X = 10.00)
on the first observation, these differences were not significant (F(1,6) =
1.061, p = .350).

Ratings of explanation for each of the subsequent observations revealed
that teachers were similar, with the differences between group means for the
sixth and final observation being 19.00 and 16.50 respectively (F(1.6) = .974,
P = .369). This suggests three things. First, the 1982-83 treatment teachers
continued their high level of explanation into the 198384 academic year.
Second, as was the case in 1982-83, staff development had an immediate impact
on the level of explanation for all recipients of the intervention. Third,
the rating instrument was unable to capture fine distinctions in quality of
explanation,

The analysis of student awareness ratings between groups indicated that,
for the baseline observation, students of the 1982-83 treatment teachers were
not significantly more aware than control group students (Ft = 6.46, F = 4.23;
F(1,6) = 5.072, p = .074). The students of the 1982-83 treatment teachers
continued to have slightly better awareness ratings throughout the 1983~84
year, but none of these were significantly different than the ratings received
by the students of the 1982-83 control teachers (e.g., for Observation 6, Ft =
7.60; Fc = 6.21; F (1,6) = 1.688, p = .251). These results suggest that with
training both groups of teachers were able to generate awareness of lesson
content. In ccntrast, the awareness ratings of the students of Control
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teachers during 1982-83 (when they received no training on how to explain) had
been considerably lower (X = 4,22).

Regarding achievement, comparisons were made for both growth on the com-
prehension subtest of the SAT (1983 performance vs. 1984 performance) and *he
measures developed for use in this study. The analysis of the SAT scores
revealed no significant differences between groups (F (1,6) = .029, p = .873).
Because both groups received the training, we did not expect that there would
be any differences.

Similarly, few differences existed between the two groups of teachers on
the four criterion maasures administered throughout the year. The only in-
stance of significant differences occurred following the fifth observation,
when the 1982-83 treatment teachers were significantly better than their con-
trol group counterparts (F (1,6) = 17.146, p = .009). Again, because both
groups received training, no differences were expected. We did, however,
expect that teachers who received high explanation ratings would also tend to
have students who received high awareness ratings and scored better on the
measures of skill achievement. As shown in Table 1, these relationships were
obtained. Teacher number 14 (who received the highest average explanation
ratings of 20 out of a possible 22 points) had students who received the high-
est average awareness ratings and the highest average scores on criterion
measures, and, as the explanation ratings of the other teachers go down, the
awareness and achievement scores for their students also go down proportion-
ately.

The limited number of subjects and the fact that all received the same
training made it difficult to establish significant correlations among vari-
ables. Nevertheless, comparisons were made between explanation and awareness,

between awareness and the criterion measures, aud between awareness and the
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Table 1

Average Ratings
of Teacher in the 1983-84 Study

Teacher Explanation Awareness Achievement

(#) (Rating Scale up to 22) %

14 20.00 9.75 73.0

19 19.25 7.16 66.0

18 18.00 6.63 75.0

2 17.25 6.84 54.6

12 16.25 5.66 69.2

21 13.5 4.88 67.2

11 12.75 4.99 64.0

SAT scores. The results indicate that significant correlations exist between
explanation and awareness for the second r = .9312, p = .001) and third
observation (r = .808, p = .014); that correlations between awareness and the
criterion measures approached significance for the sixth observation (r =
+668, p = .051); and that a high but nonsignificant correlation exists between
the average awareness scores for Observations 5 and 6 and the SAT scores p =
+647, p = .058). These correlations suggest that a relationship might exist

between teacher explanations, student awareness, and student achievement.

Qualitative Analysis

To address the research question regarding the nature of instructional
explanation, we analyzed the transcripts of lessons taught by effective and
less effective teachers. This analysis resulted in two major sets of

qualitative findings, reported in two separate papers.
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The first conceptualizes the nature of explanation (Duffy, Roehler,

Meloth & Vavrus, in press). The paper emphasizes the interactive nature of
explanation in which both the teacher and the students act as mediators, The
student mediates instruction in the sense that the teacher's explanation is
processed through the student's prior knowledge and, on the basis of that
prior knowledge, is restructured so the student can make sense of it.

The teacher is a mediator of instruction in the sense that he/she builds
bridges from the student's prior knowledge to the new knowledge, often through
explicit modeling but alss through spontaneous responses to the student's
restructuring during the interactive stages of the lesson. Hence, rather than
simply being explicit early in a lesson by introducing and modeling, verbal
explanation is also characterized by (a) an expectation that students will
restructure what the teacher says; (b) a readiness to respond spontaneously to
such restructured understandings in a way consistent with the intended cur-
ricular outcome; (c) an expectation that the desired outcome is not a simple
automatized response but an awareness that empowers students by putting them
in control of the process of making gense out of text; (d) an emphasis on
inYormation-giving, particularly inforration emphasizing declarative, condi-
tional and procedural knowledge that is presented in conceptually accurate,
precise and explicit ways within an overall classroom framework which builds
concepts about the usefulness of reading and reading skills; and (5) a respon-
siveness to students that includes the willingness and ability to provide
"hooks” which are embedded in the lesson structure and in statements made dur~
ing instructionsgl interactions as a means to guide students' restructuring
toward the outcome intended by the teacher.

The second paper based on our qualitative analysis describes the subtlety

cf instructional explanation (Duffy, Roehler, & Rackliffe, in press). Two
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teachers, both of whom received training during the study reported here,
received high explicitness ratings for the lessons they taught., In this
sense, both looked as if they were siccessful explainers. However, their
students' awareness following instruction was quite different. One teacher's
students received high awareness ratings (and high achievement). The other
teacher's students received noticeably lower awareness ratings (and had lower
achievement), When examined, the lesson transcripts revealed that, despite
the fact that the teachers taught the same skills using the same training,
they conveyed qualitatively different messages to students.

The first teacher described the skill as a cognitive process requiring
flexibility and adaptation whereas the second described the skill as a name
(or label) to be learned together with a rigid s=at of steps to be memorized.
Once the lesson begun, the first teacher provided zssistence in how to reason
with the skill whereas the other expected immediate answer accuracy. In
short, both teachers were explicit (and, hence, received high explanation
ratings); however, they were explicit about different things,

The result was that the students in the first teacher's classroom became
aware of how to use skills as strategies and improved their achievement
through using them whereas the second teacher's students became aware of the
name of what they were learning and could recite the steps to follow but could
not apply them to real reading tasks. Although casual visitors to the class-
rooms of these two teachers would observe that they were doing the same thing
and comment on their respective explicitness in explaining, the two lessons
were actually quite different,

Another paper based on interview data collected from the teachers at the

end of *he academic year (Duffy & Roehler, 1986) explicated these subtle
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distinctions. TIn these interviews, teachers expressed difficulty with two
aspects of the explanation task--a conceptual difficulty with the idea of
strategies themselves and a difficulty in accommodating the tralning to an
environment already crowded with constraints, It is the conceptual §ssue
which is most relevant here. Apparently, teachers have difficulty conceptual-
izing both the differences between skills and strategies and the implications
strategies have for how one reads and for how one teaches reading.

A major consequence of these qualitative analyses was the revision of the
rating instrument for teacher explanation. We made two major kinds of
revisions. First, we refined the subcatcgories under Part I (the information
the teacher presented) and Part II (the way the information is presented) and
added Part III on lesson cohesion to reflect our emergiig unders tanding of
what constitutes explanation of skills as strategies, ‘Under the new Part I,
the subcategories were changed to focus on what the teacher says about what
strategy is being taught, how it would be useful, how to select it from among
a repertoire of strategies, and how to use it once it is selected. Under the
new Part II, the categories were changed to focus on the lesson introduction,
the presentation, the teacher-student interaction and the closure. The new
Part IIT on zohesion focused on intralesson and interlesson cohesion,

The second major revision was in the scale itself. The range of ohtain-
able scores per category was expanded from 0-2 pcints (which noted mere
presence or absence of criteria) to 0-4 points (which reflected degrees of
presence or absence of criteria), By expanding the range, the instrument more
accurately reflected the subtleties of instructional explanation. See

Appendix G for a copy of the revised form,
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Field Testing

The 1985-84 study was conducted, in part, to field-test new mecsures and
a Teviseq staff development intervention. Two sets of data were used to
defermine the success of the field-testing, one for each of the maior
esPhages,

Firgt, to determine whether or not the new measures assecsed differences
in Strategic knowledge, we examined them to see if they helped discriminate
betWeen the teachers in the expected way (i.e., that there would be an observ~
able relstionship between the explanation rating, the awareness rating, and
thé achievement score and that the achievement scores would generally be high~
er for the teachers who received the highest explanation and awareness ratings
and lowegt for those who received the lowest). As seen in Tible 1, this
relationghip was generally evident, However, despite the apparent relation~-
shiP betyeen the explanation ratings and the criterion measure xesults, it was
declded yltimately that the criterion measures still did not directly measure
theé Students' use of strategies and that it would be necessary to develop
medSures that not only measured student competence with the skill but also
medSured yhether or not they consciously apply the skills in strategic ways.

Simijlarly, We examined randomly selected student interview responses to
det®rmine if qualitative differences existed in the levels of student aware-
nef® and gchievement. For instance, the interview responses were analyzed to
det®tmine if students receiving high awareness ratings on Level I (general
probe) tended to receive higher achievement scores than those who received low
awaT€ness ratings on Level I but received high awareness ratings on Level II
or Level I1II. Thig analysis revealed a pattern indicating that such a rela-

tion8hip pijght exist, suggesting that future awareness interviews should be
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structured to include the three levels, and raters should be trained to score
interviews on levels of awareness.

To determine the effectiveness of the staff development modification, we
conducted teacher interviews at the end of the academic year and asked teach-
ers, among other things, their respenses to the training they had received
(see Appendix F for the interview protocol used by interviewers). The re-
sponses to these questions were generally positive, indicating support for the
altered intervention. The teachers, however, made some suggestions and obser-
vations about further changes that could improve the staff development model
for training them: (a) provide the bulk of the intervention sessions early in
the school year in order to allow maximum time for classroom application;

(b) allow more peer interaction during intervention sessions; (c) provide more
assistance on how to do tesk analyses of students' cognitions associated with
strategic use of skills; (d) provide more tangible assistance on how the
information in the intervention can be integrated into basal textbook pro-
grams; and (e) provide closer monitoring of the use of explanation behavior in
classrooms.

An unanticipated benefit of the teacher interviews was the insight it
provided us about why some teachers implement the training provided during
interventions and why some do not (Duffy & Roehler, in press). In our analy-
sis of the comments teachers made about their implementation, we found that
some teachers seemed to be affected more by the constraints of their environ-
ment than others. We speculate, as a result, that the environmental con-
straints associated with classrocm life have varying impacts on different
teachers, with some teachers exerting a metacognitive control over their
environment and others being dominated by their environment. Those having

metacognitive control use new professional knowledge flexibly; those who are
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dominated by the constraints of the environment, however, translate training

into proceduralized mimicry in order to implement it. Helping teachers gain
control of their environment so they can use knowledge flexibly rather than

rigidly has become a major focus of our intervention efforts.

Conclusion

This paper describes the third of four studies to determine the relation-
ship between explicit teacher explanation and student awareness and achieve-
ment outcomes. This small-scale and descriptive study aimed to develop a
better understanding of the nature of explanation itself and of the difficul-
ties associated with interventions in the natural enmvironment of real class-
rooms over long perfods of time. At one lavel, the results continue to
support the earlier findings that teachers can be trained to be more e:nlicit
in their explanations and that such explicitness is related to improved stu-
dent awareness of lesson content. DNespite the continued failure to demon-
strate significant differences in achievement test growth, the results from
the criterion measures were ¢ncouraging, suggesting that a relationship
between teacher explanation and student achievement will be realized when
alternative measures that focus on strategic use of skills are used.

In preparing for a subsequent experimental study, the descriptive study
of 1983-84 served as a significant pivot point on teacher explanations in four
ways. First, the concept of explanation itself changed with the result that
we hegan to study a more interactive, fluid, and subtle concept than we had in
earlier studies. Second, our concept of student awareness became more sophis-
ticated, including not only the presence and/or absence of awareness but the
possibility of degrees of awareness that could be identified by providing dif-

ferential interview probes. Third, our concept of achievement hroadened, with
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the res_i1t that we began testing the possibilities not only for alternatives
to standardized measures but, also, for new measures that assessed the
students' strategic thinking associated with the use of that skill. Finally,
we began to attend more closely to the subtleties of the intervention with
teachers, with the result that the staff development model received as much
attention as the content of the intervention itself. These basic conceptual
changes became fundamental tenets of the subsequent experimental study con-
ducted in 1984-85,

In a global sense, however, the most valuable contribution of this study
lies with its contribution to our understanding of how to conduct naturalistic
intervention studies of teachers' instructiomal practice. While much remains
to be learned, we now know more about how to coaduct this kind of extremely
complex and difficult resgearch. Since our ability to ultimately tracslate
research into practice depends upon our ability to help teachers in the

environment of their world, this study 1s significanc for that contribution

alone.
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Revised October 14, 1983
1983-84 RATING TEACHER EXPLANATION

Teacher explanation is rated in two ways. The first focuses on the information
the teacher presents about the mental processing required to do the task. The
second foc.ses on the means by which the teacher makes clear the information being
presented. Do not rate explanation based on what you belicve is implied by the
teacher. Rate on the basis of explicit evidence only.

Part I: The Information Presented About the Mental Processing Involved in
Successfully Doing the Task

1. Rate how clearly, consistently and explicitly the teacher desciibes the
mental processing to be used when doing the skill/strategy.

0 -- it is hard to tell what mental process the teacher wants students to
use when doing the task.

1 == 2 mental process can be discerned, but it is vague, inconsistent or
implicit rather than clear, consistent and explicit,

2 -- the mental process the students are to use in doing the task(s) is
clearly, consistently and explicitly stated.

2, Tute how clearly, consistentiy and explicitly the teacher states the
reason why the skill/strategy would be immediately useful to students as
they read.

0 -- there is no explanation of why the skill/strategy would be useful or
the reasons do not relate to immediate uiefulness.

1 -- reasons for learning the skill/strateg; are stated but are unclear
or inconsistent or implied.

2 -- clear and explicit reasons for immediate use of the skill/strategy
are stated without contradiction.

3. Rate how clearly, consistently and explicitly the teacher describes the
features to attend to when doing the mental processing associated with
the skill/strategy.

0 -- the teacher does not talk about features to attend to when dcing the
mental processing associated with the skill/strategy.

1 -- the teacher talks about the features to focus on when doing the

mental processing but the explanation is incomplete, unclear or
implied,

2 ~- the teacher's descripti»n of the features to focus on when doing the
mental processing is clear, consistent and explicit. s
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Rating Teaching Explanation

page 2

4,

Part II:

A.

Rate how clearly, consistently and explicitly the teacher states the
sequence to be followed when doing the mental processing associated with
the skill/strategy.

¢ -— the teacher does not tzlk about the sequence to follow but the
explanation is incomplete, unclear or implied.

1 =- the teacher talks about a sequencz to follow but the explanation is
incomplete, unclear or implied.

2 -- the teacher's telk about the sequence to follow in doing the mental
processing is clear, consistent and explicit.

Rate the clarity and ccnsistency of the exampie(s) the teacher provides
or elicits regarding how to do the mental processing associated with the
skill/strategy.

0 -- no example of the mental processing is provided or elicited.

1 -- an example of the mental processing is provided (or elicited) but it
is incomplete, unclear or the process to be employed is implied.

2 -- a clear, explicit and consistent example of the mental processing is
provided (or elicited).

The Means By Which the Teacher Makes Clear the Information Presented
Explanation of Information

1. Expository Explanation

a. How explicitly does the teacher state the what, the why and the
how (the features to attend to) associated with the
skill/strategy being taught?

0 -~ the teacher makes no expl.cit statements about what, why,
and how.

1 =~ the teacher makes an explicit statement about one of the
three but not all three or makes statements about all three
but it is not explicit and/or clear.

2 -- the teacher makes explicit statements abcut what, why and
hov.
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Rating Teaching Explanation

page 3

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

b.

How explicitly did the teacher model how to do the mental
processing to be used in completing the task?

0 -- the teacher neither models nor demonstrates mental

processing.

1 -~ the teacher demonstrates the mental processing bul the

demonstration is unclear or inconsistenz and it does not
qualify as a model ("do as I do").

2 -- the teacher provides a clear model of how to do the mental

processing.

2, Interactive Explanation

a.

How explicitly does the teacher elicit student responses which
call for the mental processing associated with the skill

strategy?

0 -- the teacher does not elicit respenses which call for the

mental processing and does not highlight or cue students to
the features to attend to.

there is some evidence that the teacher elicits responses
which call for the mental processing and highlights or cues,
but it is not explicit or clear or consistent,

the teescher explicitly elicits responses which call for the
mental processing and highlights or cues students to the
features of the mental processing.,

How explicitly did the teacher’s feedback to student responses
re-focus attention and/or elaborate on how to do the meatal
processing required to complete the task?

0 -- the teacher's feedback to students is confined to

correctness criteria and/or there is little evidence of
specific or elaboraiive responses to students and/or the
teacher's feedback is confusing.

teacher's feedback to students is intended to focus (or re-
focus) students on how tec do the mental processing but is
not explicit or consistent.

teacher feedback to students focuses on how to do the mental
processing and, when confusion s:ises, the teacher re-
focuses student attention through appropriate elaboration.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Rating Teaching Explanation

page 4

B.

Practice - Application

1.

Did the teacher provide students with independent or guided practice
which calls for use of the mental processing in a conirolled sampl:z
(workbook page, ditto sheet, etc.)?

0 -- the teacher did not provide practice or it is not appropriate to
the mental processing.

1 -- the teacher provides practice but it does not elicit responses
which call for the mental processing associated with the
skill/strategy.

2 -- the practice provided by the teacher calls for repeated
opportunity to use the mental processing associated with the
skill/strategy.

Did the teacher help students apply the mental processing in
connected text (i.e., basal text stories or real life situations
where the mental processing would be useful) or talk to students
about doing such guided application in the near future?

0 ~-- the teacher does not provide any help regarding the application
of the mental processing in connected text and does not talk
about doing so in the near future.

1 -- the teacher attempts to help students apply the mental proces-
sing to connected text (or talks about doing so in the near
future) but such help is not concrete and/or specific in terms
of either text or situatiomn.

2 -- the teacher provides explicit help to students in applying the

mental processing to connectad text, specifying both the text
and the situation.
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Rating Form for Student Awareness

of Lesson Content
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RATING PUPIL AWARENESS

Determine pupil awareness by judging pupil response to the three interview
questions and all subsequent elaborating probes which the researcher may have

used in conjunction with each question.

follow.

1.

The criteria for pupil awareness

A highly rated response to the question about "what" was being taught

must include a specific reference to the process involved in
completing the task and an example:

0 --

No awareness (student does not know, is inaccurate or supplies a
response that does not make sense).

The response is a non-specific reference to the task ("We are
learning about words.").

The response refers to the name of the specific task which can be
done successfully if the process is applied correctly or is an
example of what can be done ("We are learning ou words.").

reference to
sound out ou

the process being
words.").

includes a specific
are learning how to

The response
learned (''We

the process and an
words, like in

reference
sound out

to
ou

includes a specific
are learning how to

The response
example ('"'We
out.").

A highly rated response to the question about "why" or "when it would

be used" must specify both the context in which it will be useful and

what

0_..

he/she is able to do in that context:

No awareness or includes no reference to the specific task ("I'll
get smarter" or "It'll help me when I grow up.").

The response is not specific to the task but is related to
reading language generally (I'll read better.").

The response refers to an appropriate general category but not to
the specific use for what was taught ("I can sound out words
better.").

The response includes specific reference to what he/she will be
able to do but not the context in which it would be useful ("I
can sound out ou words.").

OR
specifies the context in which it would be useful but not what
he/she will be able to do ("I can use this when I come upon an

unknown word in my bpook.").
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Rating Pupil Awareness
page 2

4 —- The response includes both what he/she will be able to do and the
context in which it is useful ("When I come upon an unknown ou
word in my library book, I'll be able to sound it out.").

3. A highly rated response to the question about "how do you do it" must
include an example of how one does the mental processing associated
with successful completion of the task or an appropriate sequence of
steps to be followed.

0 -- No awareness,

1 -- The response is not specific to the mental processing to be used
("1'11 sound the word out,")
OR
is merely an example that does not illustrate conscious
understanding of the mental processing to be used ("loud").

2 -- The response refers to features to attend to but not to the way
they are used in doing the mental processing ("I say, 'l-ou-d.'").

3 -~ The response identifies some of the features to attend to and some
understanding of the mental processing ("If I see a word that has
ou in it, I say the sound of ou.").

4 -- The response includes a sequence of steps or a specific example of
the mental processing ("When I meet an unknown word such as loud,
I think first .... and then ...." etc.).
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Appendix C

Revised Interviewer Protocol for

Conducting Interviews Measuring St-dent

Awareness of Lesson Content
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Date TCH CODE 0B CODE

WHAT WHY HOW
Reference to What he'll be able An Accurate Sequence
process and example of st2ps or an example

of how to o it.

L2 ]
W

3
-~

II. Introducticn for routine interviews
SAY: Hi . How are you today? Do you
remember when I asked ycu some questions? Good.
Well, today we're going to talk again. First...
(begin with general question)

III. General Question ~ Level 1
(Either question czn be used)

1. Tell me everything you remember about the
lesson you just had.

i~

2. Tell me all that you can about the lesson
I just saw.

PROMPTS (use prompts frequently): Tell me more.

was there anything more?

Tell me more about that.

RESPONSES: Thank you. That helped me understand
vhat your class was about.

These are acceptable responses to pupil's EFFORTS.
They may be used at any time. Do not evaluate correcc-
ness of pupil's answer.

IV. Specific Questions - Level 2
(The questions under what, how, and why are not in
hierarchical order. More than one question may be
used, but not all have to be used.)

A. What?
1. Can you tell me what the lesson was about?

2. What were you learning to do in the lesson
today?

B. How?
1. How did you do it?

How did you know what to do?

2.

3. How do you decide (what to do)?

4, Pretend your best friend is sick today and
s/ke didn't come to school. How would you
teach your friend about ?

5. How did you find the right answer?

1. Why do you need to be able to do that?

2. How would learning that help you?

3. You know how to , when would you
use it?

If student says in learning or reading,
ask: How wculd it help you in reading?

-
<
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V. Specific Questions - Level 2
These questions are asked in cc unction with the
presentation of a concrete exar;.e. Only the HOW
question must be asked at this level. If the inter-
viewer has any doubts about the adequacy of the
previous responses, then s/he should use this level
for the WHAT and WHY questions as well.

PLEASF NOTF: TWO ADDITIOMAL QUESTIONS HAVE BEEN ADDED.
THEY ATTEMPT TO IDENTI¥Y WHETHER THE STUDENT HAS INTER-
NALIZED THE IMPORTANCE OF LEARNING THE SKILL. THE Two
OUESTIONS, LOCATED AFTER THE "WHY' QUFSTIONS, MUST BE
ASKED..

Sav: Good. Now this is an example of the work you
were doing in cliss today. Could vou tell me...

A. What?
1. What were you learning to do in the lesson?

~

2. What did your teacher teach you in your
readine lesson today?

3. What ie this worksheet about?

B. How?
1. {Can you tell me how you got thz2 answer?
2. How did you ___ ? (whatever the pupil has
learned)
3., Show me what vou would do to get
C. Whv?
1. What will learning about help you do?
2. How might this help you in readinrg?
D. EXTRA
1. Why did the teacher say this is important

to learn?

2. Why do you think it is important to learn?

VI. Perceived Reading Competence

SAY: You've done a good job answering those
.questions. There's one more easy thing I gant
you to do. Here's a ladder. The top of the
ladder is where the best pupil ia your reading
group sits. On the botiom 1s where the worst
one sits. Where do you think you Wwould sit?
Okay, will you mark it please?

VII. {Closing
Give positive feedback for effort
Suggestions: Good. You've really been helpful,
thanks. Thanks for helping me to find

out more about teaching reading.
See you again.
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Criterion Measures Used in the 1983-84 Study




{riterion Measure
Structural Analysis

If the meaning of the underlined word can be figured out using a suffix,
draw a line between the suffix and the root and write the meaning of the
If the meaning of the underlined

word on the line under the sentence.
word cannot be figured out using a suffix, skip it and go to the next one.

Example: The wooden bowl fell off the table.

1. The boy felt foolish when he put on the funny hat.

The horse was in the stable.

2.

3. The girl's face looked greenish.

4, The cowboy felt the noose tighten around his neck.
5. The man was hopeful that the plan would work.,

6. The family was eating dinner at the table.

7. The scientist was working hard to find the answer.

8. The woman was walking happily down the street.
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Criterion Measure
Main Idea
Skylights

DIRECTIONS: Read each paragraph below and write:
1. the topic of the paragraph (what is being talked about)

2. the author's main message about the topic (what the authcr wants you
to understand about the topic).

I.  There is a kind of fish that does something most fish can't do. This fish can move
both in water and on land. That is why it is called the walking catfish. If the water
where it lives happens to dry up, this fish will go to find more water. It moves across
the ground by pushing itself along with its tail. The walking catfish can even stay out

of water for more than a day!

What is being talked about in the paragraph?

What does the auther want you to understand about the topic?

2. Each summer Ralph goes to live by the sea. Each day he goes out in his small boat.
Often he puts a line in the water to get some fish. Sometimes he pulls up his traps to
see if there are lobsters inside. On some days, he goes swimming and then falls

asleep on the beach.

What is being talked about in the paragraph?

What does the author want you to understand about the topic?

3. Cindy found a box big enough {or her dog Buff. First she painted flowers on the
outside of the box. Then she found an old coat that was too small for her. She put it

in the bottom of the box.

What is being talked about in the paragraph?

What does the author want ycu to understand about the topic?
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Criterion Measure

Main Idea
Skylights
page 2
4. Every year Jan plants a garden. She starts the plants in the house in boxes of dirt.
When the plants are big enough, she takes them outside. She puts each plant in the
dirt and waters it carefully. The plants grow big and give Jan turnips, cabbages,
potatoes, and flowers.
What is being talked about in the paragraph?
What does the author want you to understand about the topic?
5. The ostrich is the biggest of all the birds, but an ostrich can't fly as other birds do.

Its wings are beautiful, but they are not big enough to get the ostrich off the ground.
It is just too heavy to fly. A full-grown ostrich may be as heavy as a full-grown tiger.

What is being talked about in the paragraph?

What does the author want you to understand about the topic?
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Criterion Measure
Context
Spinners

Directions: Read each sentence below and do the following:

1. find the underlined word;
2. circle the word or words in the sentence that gives you a clue to the

meaning of the underlined word; and
3. put an x beside the best meaning for the underlined word.

Example: The biplane, an airplane with two wings flies fast.

Biplane means: pilot
airplane
animal

1. The people in the story lived in miniature houses. They were so small you
could hardly see them.

Miniature means: ugly
tiny
expensive

2. The man went to the store to order a new TV set.

Order means: give directions
send for
buiid

3. "I want my food to be fresh," said the woman.

Fresh means: good
salty
fast

4, The new car was so bright and radiant that I had to shade my eyes.

Radiant means: happy
dirty
shiny

5. The boy was anxious about his report card because he knew he had not done

well.

Anxious means: worried
happy
pleased
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Criterion Measures
Spinners
page 2

6. The farmers knew they would prosper because they were able to grow lots of
crops.

Prosper means: row u
rrosper —_— B P
get rich

have friends

7. I was sad when my dog died because I was so attached to him.

Attached means: hurt by
nailed to
fond of

8. The boy crept carefully out on the edge of the cliff,

Crept means: jumped up
laughed loudly

moved slowly

9. The odd man was walking in the woods and talking to himself,

0dd means: strange
big
happy

10. The people kept adding on rooms every year until their house was enormous.

Enormous means: pretty
large
better
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Criterion Measure
Main Idea
Weavers

DIRECTIONS: Read each paragraph below ard write:

2.

3.

l.  the topic of the paragraph (what is being talked about)

2. the author's main message about the topic {what the author wants you
to understand about the topic).

Insects make their homes in jungles, in deserts, in caves, and on mountaintops. Some
kind of insect has been found almost everywhere on the earth. Insects even live in
pools of oil, in iiot springs, and in places st.ch as tall buildings and ships.

What is being tulked about in the paragraph?

What does t'ie author want you to understand about the topic?

Bees, ants, and some other insects often have special tasks. The queen lays the eggs.
Insect nurses feed and car2 for the young. The nest is protected from enemies by the
soldiers. Most of the other insect workers gather food or build and clean the nest.

What is being talked about in the paragraph?

What does the author want ;ou to understand about the topic?

Caterpillars are insects that hear sounds from the tiny hairs that grow all over their
bodies. In fact, most insects hear with tiny hairs. On some insects, these hairs are
on the feelers between their eyes. On others, these hairs are found on their legs or

on the sides of their bodies.

What is being talked about in the paragraph?

What does the author want you to understand about the topic?
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Criterion Measure
Main Idea
Weavers

page 2

4.

Some insects fly, leap, or race away from their enemies. Others look similar to the
place where they live so their enemies cannot see them easily. Certain insects use
powerful weapons, such as horrible odors, poisonous sprays and strings, or painful
bites. ‘A few are protected because they look like the insects with weapons. Insects
protect themselves in different ‘vays.

What is being talked about in the paragraph?

What does the author want you tc understand about the topic?

One particular type of horse is called the Morgan horse. A little over two hundred
years ago, a man named Justin Morgan received a young horse from a farmer who
owed him some money. When Mr. Morgan trained the horse, he found that it was
strong enough to pull heavy loads and that it could run very fast. People were
surprised to hear that a horse could do both things well. They began to talk about
"Mr. Morgan's horse" until finally horses of thct breed came to be known as the
Morgan horse. These horses are still known by this name today.

What is being talked about in ti. paragraph?

What does the author want you to understand about the topic?
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Criterion Measure
Main Idea
Gateways

DIRECTIONS: Read each paragraph below and write:

1. the topic of the paragraph (what is being talked about)

2. the author's main message about the topic (what the author wants you
to understand about the topic).

The game of basketball was started by James Naismith, a teacher, in 1891. He nailed
a peach basket to the wall of a gym. Every time the ball was tossed into the basket,
someone had to climb "ip a ladder to take the ball out. Because this tocok so much
time, the bottom of the basket was taken out.

What is being talked about in the paragraph?

What does the author want you to understand about the topic?

Each July 4th, the people of the United States celebrate their independence, or
freedom. People celebrate in many different ways. Some have picnics and parties.
Others may go to see parades and fireworks. Some people display the United States

flag from their porches or flagpoles.

What is Deing talked about in the paragraph?

What does the author want you to understand about the topic?

Experts recognize three main types of glaciers. An ice cap, the largest type of
glacier, grows outward in all directions from the spot in which it was first formed. A
valley glacier is a type of glacier that forms at the top of a mountain valley and
grows by moving slowly down the valley. The third type of glacier, a piedmont
glacier, forms when a valley glacier comes out frcm a valley, reaches a wide plain,
and spreads out over the plain without melting.

What is being talked about in the paragraph?

What does the author want you to understand about the topic?

r-
W)
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Criterion Measure
Main Idea
Gateways

page 2

4'

3.

Stamp, coin, and rock collections are common hobbies. Some people, however,
collect more unusual types of objects. Some persons collect baseball and football
cards, or bottle caps. Others enjoy collecting restaurant menus, comic books, and
even old bottles. Many different kinds of collecting hobbies are enjoyed by people of

all ages.

What is being talked about in the paragraph?

What does the author want you to understand about the topic?

Traveling on the first steam trains was not comfortable. Because the seats in the
passenger cars had no springs or cushions, people were tossed up and down.
Passengers were bumped this way and that way whenever the brakes were put on. [f
the train stopped suddenly, the passengers were tossed about as each car slid against
the one just ahead of it. One or two coal stoves were used in each car, but people
who sat near them became too hot and those who sat farther away almost froze.
After dark, the only light was that given by dim oil Iamps.

What is being talked about in the paragraph?

What does the author want you to understand about the topic?

o1
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Criterion Measures
Context
Skylights

Directions: Read each sentence below and do the following:
1. find the underlined word;
2. circle the word or words in the sentencz that gives you a clue to the
meaning of the underlined word; and

3. put an x beside the best meaning for the underlined word.

Example: The biplane, an airplane with two wings flies fast.

Biplane means: pilot
airplane
animal

1. Did you duck under the pole?

Duck means: bend down
jump
lick

2. She left her umbrella at home.

Left means: a direction
forgot
called

3, A big crowd came to see the ball game.

Crowd means: a lot of people
a man
animal

4., Farmer Jones grew a huge head of cabbage last summer.

Huge means: bump
empty
large

5. The elephant picked up peanuts with his trunk.

irunk means: ‘ long nose
suitcase
back nf the car
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Criterion Measures

Skylights
page 2
6. We put cereal and milk in a bowl and had it for breakfast this morning.

10.

Cereal means: toast
oatmeal
coffee

All the boxes were stacked neatly near the door.

Stacked means: piled up
in a mess
open

A stream of boys and girls came out of the school during the fire drill.

Stiream means: a lot
truck
river

Please read the label on this bottle.

Label means: story
sign
cap

1 put the watch on my wrist.

Wrist means: bike
table
arm
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Criterion Measure
Context
Weavers

Directions: Read each sentence below 2nd do the following:

1. find the underlined word;
2. circle the word or words in the sentence that gives you a clue to the

meaning of the underlined word; and
3. put an x beside the best meaning for the underlined word.

Example: The biplane, an airplane with two wings flies fast.

Biplane means: pilot
___ airplane
animal
l, "I don't understand this, let me get it straight," said Jill's mother.
Straight means: clear
not crooked
good
2. Dan sailed his yacht in the race last Saturday.
Yacht means: motorboat
sailboat
cance

3. The shortest route to the store is across the park.

Rout2 means: highway
path
south

4, The tall and thin cowboy slowly amhied into the bar.

Ambled means: laughed
ran
walked

5. Josephine went to buy chocolate in the candy stall in the market place,

Stall means: small shop
supermarket
_ animalstopping
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Criterion Measures

Weavers
paga 2
6. We lowered the awning over the window so the sunlight wouldn't come in.

10 .

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Avning means: cover
paint
tool

The king looked magnificent in his gold crown, velvet pants and fur robe.

Magnificent means: terrible
fantastic
ugly

We knew therc was an emergency when we heard the fire bell and saw the
pupils leaving their classrooms.

Emergency means: time of danger
holiday

meeting

Have you been to the warehouse where all the skies, boots, and poles are
kept?

Warehouse means: _ house to live in
building to keep extra things
truck to move things

There were three rehearsals before the play was performed for our parents.

Rehearsals means: groups
stages

practices

ot
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Criterion Measure
Context
Gateways

Jirections: Read each sentence below and do the following:
1. find the underlined word;
2. circle the word or words in the sentence that gives you a clue to the
meaning of the underlined word; and

3. put an x beside the best meaning for the underlined word.

Example: The biplane, an airplane with two wings flies fast.

Biplane means: pilot
airplane
animal

1. Because she chaired the meeting, Judy had to tell everybody what to do.

Chaired means: thought about
led
nervous

2. The man hit the ground harder with the pick so that he could dig the hole
deeper.

Pick means: a dumptruck
ball

a digging tool

3. When the fish hit the line, the fisherman cried, "I've got a strike!"

Strike means: a fish
a baseball game
a friend

4. The man was so destitute that he did not even have enough money to buy

dinner.
Destitute means: tired
poor
happy

5. Mary carried the d:licate flower very carefully.

Delicate means: large
pretty

easily broken



Criterion Measures
Gateways
page 2

6. The garbage truck picked up all the refuse and took it to the dump.

Refuse means:

people
junk
houses

7. The strong man at the circus pounds on the drum until it breaks.

Pounds means:

hits
thinks
eats

8. The down lining of the coat was soft and warm when I put my face against

it.

Down means:

lower than
made of feathers
pretty

9. My clock stopped so I had to wind it.

Wind means:

10. As part of the shooting

Drone means:

blow it away
turn the spring around and around

stop
practice, the airplane shot down the drone.
target

person
a sound
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Criterion Measure
Punctuation
Skylight

Directions: In each sentence below, one or more marks of punctuation have
been noted with an arrow (+). For each sentence, decide what the noted
punctuation mark means and choose the best reason from the list below.
Put in the blank in front of the sentence the number of the reason which
best says what the noted punctuation mark means.

This punctuation mark means that things are listed.
This punctuation mark tells you something important is coming and

that you should pause.
This punctuation mark shows that someone has not finished her or his

thought or sentence.

I have to buy a lot for the partyt a cake, drinks, cups and paper
plates.

Don't bother me - I'm taking a nap.

The camp sent a list of clothes to bringt swimming suit, shorts, a
sweatshirt, jeans and T-shirts.

Walk hd don't run.

We don't like liver, but that's for dinner so.f.

Before landing the pilot checked his list of things to dot lower
wheels, check flaps and check air speed.

So that's why you're late — you were buying me a present.

Jane's mother is ill and she can't go, so.¥.

When we see the sign we turn, and then...
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Criterion Measure
Punctuation
Spinners

Directions: In each sentence below, one or more marks of punctuation have
been noted with an arrow (+). For each sentence, decide what the noted
punctuation mark means and choose the best reason from the list below.
Put in the blank in front of the sentence the number of the reason which
best says what the noted punctuation mark means.

This punctuation mark means the end of the sentence.

This punctuation mark means that a question is being asked.
This punctuation mark means that the speaker is excited.

This punctuation mark shows the exact words that someone is
speaking.

This punctuation mark means that a person is being spoken to.

£ W
e o o o

W

¥
1. Mother will buy a book. She will give it to Bob.

¥
2. Do you know me? I am your friend.

v
3. Jack won the prize. Oh, was he happy!

+
4. Mary, you need to call your mother.

4 ¥
5. "Look at me,' said Dick.

6. Where are you goingf John?

¥
7. The dog went to the barn.
¥
8. How beautiful the sunset is!
¥ ¥
9. Mother said, "Don't do that."

v
10. Where are you going?

¥
11. Mary, are you feeling okay!
¥ +
12. "The car is really nice," cried Sue.

v
13. Where do we go from here?

14. The school is new and diffe:enti

¥
15. I feel awful!




Criterion Measure
Punctuation
Weavers

Directions: In each sentence below, one or more marks of punctuation have
been noted with an arrow (+). For each sentence, decide what the noted
punctuation mark means and choose the best reason from the list below.
Put in the blank in front of the sentence the number of the reason which
best says what the noted punctuation mark means.

This punctuation mark shows two words have been cowbined.
This punctuation mark tells who possesses or owns something.
This punctuation mark shows a title.

This punctuation mark shows the exact words someone speaks.

0N =

¥ ¥
1. "Have you got the book?" asked Sam.
¥ ¥
2. Do you know the song called "Down By The 0ld Mill Stream"?

¥
3. Mary says she's going with us.,

+ +
4. The man said, "I didn't do it right."

¥ ¥
5. Did you see the movie "War Games'"?

+
6. I haven't had time to write a letter.

¥
7. "Thanks for coming, Debbie."

¥

8. I was reading the article "Animals in Africa," when the telephone

rang.

¥
9. The monkeys' food was put inside their cage.
¥
10. The boy's bike was broken.
¥
11. The books' covers were torn.
¥
12. The bird's wing was broken.
¥
13. All the girl's shoes had been put outside the door.
¥

14, Tim's dog is brown and white.

¥
15. They've finished their homework.
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Criterion Measure
Punctuation
Gateways

Directions: In each sentence below, one or more marks of punctuation have
been noted with an arrow (+). For each sentence, decide what the noted
punctuation mark means and choose the best reason from the list below.
Put in the blank in front of the sentence the number of the reason which
best says what the noted punctuation mark neans.

This punctuation mark means that someone owns something.

This punctuation mark means that some letters have been left out.
This punctuation mark means that someone is being spoken to.

This punctuation mark means that the words are being listed.

This comma sets apart the explanation of who the person is.

This punctuation mark introduces something.

This punctuation mark means that a connecting word has beer replaced.
This punctuation mark shows the exact words of a speaker.

ONOWVEWN

¥
1. Where are your friends' bikes?

¥
2. Will you be goin' soon?

3. Billyf where did you go?
4. Go to the storet Mary.
5. I found big applesf orangesf and bananas.

6. Johnf my best palf i1s moving sway.
¥
7. 1 got the following things at the store: a shirt, a pair of pants

and a pair of shoes.
¥ ¥ ‘
&. "Okay," said Dad, "but I don't like it."
¥
9. Mike's bike is being fixed.

+
10. The boy's house was down the street.

+
11. The lady can't get her door shut.

+
12. It's going to rain today.

13, What did you buyf Mary?
14, Samf will you help me?

¥

15. The man bought two booksf five pairs of pants, and a hat.
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Criterion Measure

Punctuation
Gateways
page 2
16. There were platest spoonsf glassest and napkins on the table.
17. Maryt the girl next doort is coming over.
18. The dog named Dant who was found near the parkf was very friendly.
+
19. There are these things in the sink: dishes, silverware, a dishcloth
and five glasses.
+
20. I bought two kinds of ice cream: vanilla and chocolate.
+
21, I will drive you; you don't have to walk.
+
22. The dog caught the cat; they fought.
+
23. After the game, Jeff and John met near the house; they went to the
store.
+ + +
24. "The animal," I shouted, "has gotten loose."
¥ ¥
25. Mother cried, "I have to go to the store before I meet you."
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Appendix E

The Graded Oral Reading Paragraph Test

Field-Tested in 1983-84

Adapted from Durr, W. (1983), Placement Test, Houghton Mifflin Reading
Series, Boston: iloughton HMifflin,
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nace

Reading Teacher

Date

Total Time

1. earth hour fire egg catch
2. Kking pass act milk blew
3. touch form plane eight reach
thick base warm tale final
5. port fresh train women spoon
6. check island complete notice usual

When the young skunks were eight weeks old,
the mother skunk took them on their first hunt.

It was at night. Skunks hunt at night and sleep
in the day.

The young skunks followed along behind their
mother in a single line, their bushy tails held up
high. Skunk Baby was the last in line.

The mother skunk took her family along a path
at the edge of the woods. She was taking them to
the pond in the meadow.

The moon was shining down through the trees;
The mother skunk stopped by a log. With her

sharp, strong claws, she dug at the rotting wood.
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She uncovered some small grubs and snapped
them up. Skunk Baby tasted a fat grub and
licked his lips.

Suddenly the skunks heard a strange noise
at the other end of the log. A round, bristly-
looking animal walked past.

The mother skunk did not even look at the
old porcupine. She was not afraid of him. He
was not an enemy. She gave her young a sign to
follo~ .- . And off the family waddled down the
pattk .»d the pund.

¢« pond came the song of the frogs.
Uncer - s and .eaves, crickecs rubbed their
wings together, making a cheerful, chirping
sound.

The frecgs' singing grew louder. The skunks
were almost at the pond.

Suddenly there was a soft, swishing sound
overhead. A great horned owl swooped down.

The owl wa: a dangerous enemy! The mother
skunk stamped her front feet. Her family quickly
scrambled under a thorny bush.

The branches were so full of sharp thorns that
it was impossible for the owl to land. Soon it
hooted and flew away.

When she was sure it was safe, the mother led
her family to the pond. They walked to the edge and

drank the cool water.
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Student Number
Date

Graded Oral Reading Paragraph Assessment

1. When the young skunks
___ 2. were eight weeks old
3. the mother skunk took them on their first hunt.
___ 4. It was at night./Skunks hunt at night
___ 5. and sleep in the day. 30
6. The young skunks followed along behind their mother
::: 7. in a single line, 55
___ 8. their bushy tails held up high.
___ 9. Skunk Baby was the last in line.
—.. 10. The mother skunk took her family along a path at the edge of the

woods.
11. She was taking them to the pond in the meadow. 80
12. The moon was shining down through the trees.
13. The mother skunk stopped by a log.
l4. With her sharp, strong claws,
15. she dug at the rotting wood.
16. She uncovered some small grubs
17. and snapped them up.
18. Skunk Baby tasted a fat grub
19. and licked his lips. 125
20. Suddenly the skunks heard a strange noise
21. at the other end of the log.
22. A round, bristly-looking animal walked past. 146
23. The mother skunk did not even look
24. at the old porcupine.
25. She was not afraid of him.
26. He was not an enemy.
27. She gave her young a sign to follow her.
28. And off the family waddled
29. down the path and toward the pond. 189
30. From the pond came the song of the frogs.
31. Under rocks and leaves,
32. crickets
33. rubbed their wings together,
34. making a cheerful, chirping sound. 212
35. The frogs' singing grew louder.
36. the skunks were almost at the pond. 224
37. Suddenly there was a soft, swishing sound
38, overhead.
39. A great horned owl
40. swooped down. 238
41. The owl was a dangerous enemy!
42. The mother skunk stamped her front feet.
43. Her family quickly scrambled
44, wunder a thorny bush. 259
45. The branches were so full of sharp thorns
46. that it was impossible for the owl to 1iand.
47. Soon it hooted
48. and flew away. 282
49. When she was sure it was safe,
50. the mother led her family to the pond.
51. They walked to the edge
52. and drank the cool water. 307
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Appendix F

Teacher Interview Protocols
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Teacher Ilaterviews =i

Instruczions to Iazersiewers

}4 )
{as
n

1. Schedule ycur first interview with Treat=en- t2achers zs s°c:
possible. After school is the most desiradle time o a-.-w
for the interview. If a teacher cannot =aet aiter school, sche
for a lunch time or probe for other times the teacher can =ee: v

you (e.g., part of a planning day)

[
O

.
{7

ur
ul
ith

2. Time constraints will make it important that vou keep the lesscn
focused on the format of questions attached.

3. Be sure to tape record the ianterview. Linda will have labeled tapes
available. Make sure vour recorder is operating properly in advance
of vour interview.

: Clarify whether tae teacher is a first or sacond yvear treataent
teacher.

5 The major ocutcome of the interview is to probe the teachers' knowledge
base about teacher explanation.

5. General probes useful in encouraging the teacher to elaborate an
brief responses:

- Explair shat to ze
- Tell me more about it
- I'mn not sure what you Tean{ can you give me an zvamplea?

7. Following yvour interview, with the tape remaining on side I of the
audio tape, record a brief suzzary narrative of your overali
impression of the interview.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Teacher Interview i#l

9uescion§

The first interview conducted with Treatment teachers will follow the
format below:

I. Background Information

Name

Curre.t grade

Years at this level

Other grades taught

Years at other levels

Describe the variety (kinds) of reaiing lessons vou teach?
What texts are presently being used in your room (with the low
group particularly)?

QMO0 W

II. Explanation (Clarify whether the teacher is a first or sz2cond year
treatment teacher)

A. Think about your dailv skill lesson for a mcment:

1. How are the skill lessons you are teaching now differeat
from the cnes you taught before your participation in our
project?

2. How are they similar? 1f different, to what do you

attribute the differences?
3. PROBE: Using the guide (attached) of important components,
ask the following questions about any components the teacher
did not volunteer comment§ on the questions.
A. 1-2. (Continue probing until all components are covered)
1) Have you been using ? How have you been using
it in lessons?
2) Is this different from the way you taught before?
4, Which components do you do well? Which less well? How can

we help you in the weaker areas?

B. Do you find yourself teaching skill lessons differertly on the
days you're not observed? How? (Probe and emphasize the
importance of daily implementation)

C. Are there certain skills or activities you decide not to use
explanation behavior with? Are you selective in use of explanation?

[f ves, why?

[II. Student A reness and .Achicevement

A. Student Awareness - think about your students now and in early

fall.
1. Do your students seem to be more aware of the way reading

skills are used? (Probe - can you tell me about it; what do
you define as awareness? tow evident is this awareness?)
2. Hecw is this awareness different than the behavior you observed

in the early fall?
4
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B. Student Achievement

1. Do your students seem to be achieving =crel <Zxplain. Tell
me about that. (Probe - Upon what evidance is this assessment
based? How evident is this better achievement?)

2. How 1is this achievement differeat than the behaviors you

" observed in the early £411? (Probe for strategic amental

processing as an achievement outcome as opposed to correct
answers)

IV. Staff Development

Think about the interventions a xmoment. Remind them about nature oi
each intervention (where held) if they need prompt.

1. What helped you the most?
2. What could have been improved?

3. What kind of further assistance would you find helpful? (Prote -
tell me about it)
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(4/26/84)

Teacher Interview #2

Instructions to Interwiewers

1. Schedule your first interview with Treatment teachers as soon as possible.
After school is the most desirable time to all-w 1 hour for the ihterview.
If a teacher cannot meet after school, schedule for a lunch time or probe
for other times the teacher can meet with vou (e.g., part of a planning

day).

2 Time constraints will make it important that vou keep the interview focusec
on the format of questions attached.

3. Be sure to tape record the interview. Linda will have labeled tapes
available. Make sure your recorder is operating properly in advance
of your interview.

4. Read in the name of the teacher, current grade and school.

5. Clarifv wnether the teacher is a first or second vear treatment teacher.

6. The major outcomes of the interview are to gather information about wavs
to improve next year's study and to probe the teachers' knowledge base
about the strategic aspects of teacher explanation.

7. General probes us2ful in encouraging the teacher to elaborate on hrief
rasponseas:

- Explain that to me
- Tell me more about it
- I'm not sure what you mean$ can vou give me an exanple?

8. TFollowing your interview, record on the tape a brief summarv narrative
of your overall impression of the interview.

9. Materials needed for the interview are included in your packet and include:

a. list of components in a skill lesson.
b. students listed by number of times interviewed.
c. tape and extra = 2 tapes.

ERIC 7
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(4/26/84)
Teacher Interview #2
The second interview conducted with 83-84 Treatment teachers will follow the

format below: Keep the times on left in mind to keep interview arcund one hour.

(5-10 min)I. Background Information

A. Is your present teaching assignment (grade, building, subjects taught)
the same as lasc year?
If YES, continue with interview.
If NO, probe for differences and descriptions of current assiznments.

8. Consider your organizational and management procedures for this vear:

1. What relationships do you see (if any) between teacher explanation
behavior and your management of instruccion?
PROBE: Describe examples.

2. What relacionships do you see (if any) between teacher explanation
behavior and your management of student behavior?
PROBE: Describe examples.

(10 - 15 II. Scaff Development
min. )

A. Think abcut the interventionsi for a mcment. They generally conrained
a feedback session, a large group session and a coaching session.

1. What helped you the mosc?

2. What could have been improved?
PROBE for any of the following elements not mentioned:
--- what about ---

(a) Feedback sessions:

Use of ctranscripts of lessons, interviews
(b) Large Group Sessions:

Video tapes

Content lectures, discussions
(c) Coaching Sessions:

Planning for lessons, units

B. What relationship(s) (if anv) do vou see between the basal rexc or
Lansing curriculum requirements and teacher explanation? Explain.
PROBE: (1) Be sure teacher mentions name of basal used this vear.
(2) Did vou experience anv con<licts between the two?
If YES, probe for description of conflicts.
If NO, continue with interview,

C. (For Second Year Treatment Teachers only)
Compare the interventions from last vear with this year.

g 19
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l. Wwhat were the most helprul aspects (componenzs) oI each ol
tacse axpariences?

2. Which set of interventions was more helpful?
PROBE: For wnichever set they pick as bectcter:
(a) What were cthe advantages?
(b) What were che disadvantages?

(15 min.)III. Explanation (Clarify whether teacher is a first or second year ctreatment
teacher

A. Think about your daily skill lesson for a moment: We'll talk about
planning firsc, then accual instruction.

1. Describe the planning you do for using explanation behavior in
skill lessons.

a. Is written planning same, more, less than before you used
explanation behavior?
PROBE: If more/less, tell me about it.
b. What level of written detail do ycu feel comforzable with?
c. Do you use these written details during instruction?
1. 1If NO, what cues do you use? (ex., notes, worksheets,
teacher's guide)
2. 1If YES, describe.

2. When planning for a skill lesson, how do you plan a lesson for
strategic mental processing (mental steps yvou take sctudents
through to do a task)?

PROBE: USE THE GUIDE ATTACHED of importanc components of the
lesson, ask the following questions about any component
the teacher does not voluntarily menct:. n:
(a) Have you been planning for strategic mental processing
in ?
(b) Is this different from the way you planned before?
(Describe)

3. (Ask if not discussed above) What do you want to accomplish during
the interactive phase?

B. Now think about your actual instruction in skillsusing p. ins you've

developed:

l. Which components of the lessons do vou :2el most comforcable with?
Why?

2. Which components of cthe lessons are still causing you concera? “hy?

3. PROBE: Using the guide atzached of importan? components ot the
lesson, ask the following questions about any components
where the teacher did not vclunteer comments on the
strategic mental processing.
1-2 (Continue probing until all components are covered)
(1) Wichin how have vou used strategic mental processing?
(2) How does this compare to the wav you taught before?

Q 77(;
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C.

sscns differencl: on

Do vou find yourseif teaching sx<ill 30
the reasons wnw iI th

le
vou're it observed? How? (Probe for
difference)

Are there certain skills or accivicies vou decide not to use exglana-
zion behavior with? Are you selective in use of explanation? If yas,
why?

710 min) 1IV. Sctudent Awareness and Achievemenc

Think about your students now and ia early fall.
A. Student Awareness

l. Do your students seem to be more aware of the way reading skills
are used? (Probe - can you tell me about it; what do vou define
as awareness’ How evident is this awareness?)

2. How is this awareness different than che behavior you observed ia
the early fall?

(Note: Adjust questions in item 3 to fit your sctudent incerview situ-
ation. Use cthe class list as a reference)
3. Consider your stvdents iwvolved in the observed group; are there
any differences in:
4. those interviewed each observation and others?
b. chose interviewed once or twice and others?
c. those not interviewed ac all?

Student Achievement

1. If you were talking to a colleague, what would you tell them about
why explanation is imporcant to do with vour students?

2. Do your s.udents seem to be achieving more? Tell me about thatc.
PRCBE: (a) Upon what evidence is this assessment based?
(b) If better, how evident is chis better achievement?

3. How is this achievement different than the behaviors vou observed
in cthe early fall?
FROBE: (&) What kind of outcomes are vou after?
(h) What tells vou if students have learned successfullv?

4. Name the s:ill you taught most successfullv. ‘What made vour
teachiag of that skill so successful? Expiain.

(10 min.) V. OQuesctioning Behavior:

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Now consider che questions you ask your students during ski'l inscrucction:

A

B

c

LIHA YAVA

Y

What role do quescions play in wvour _kill lessons?

Compare the questioning you use in an explanation skill lesson to other
kinds wfreading lessrns vou teach (e.g.. basal story lessons, vocabularv
building lessons, etc.)

Do you consider yourself a high/low user of questions? Explain.

00 7238 77
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Teacher Interview #2 (4.26/84)

pdge +

D. Has exctlznatiza changed SV 2w ask (include} cuesticons in s«
lessons?
3303T; had = Cheza 2T a8 d0 vou &5k the must gquestioas
least aueszzicns!?

T. Duyriag whL:Q pdsT 37 an explanation lesscn do you feel quasz.ac:
is zost impertant? Wav?
PRO3E: What purpose dc quesctions serve in this parc of cthe lesson”
(I NOT zencioned, ask about interactiive pnhase--what do vou .~v o
acccmplish with your questioaing in the intaraccive phasal)

(3 =ia.) VI. Conclusicn

A. What things do you feel have centributed to your using explana:lon
as a2ffeczively as vou rave!?

8. Wwhart thiacs (if anv) have hindered your progress?

5 :
C. 1If you could do this vear over what would you do differencly vo
tul?

increase the likelihoud of your being more success

7§ BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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For Ceacher interview «

use for Part T

1 Checklist &% neted
Expl 1t Explanation of Reading Strategies

I. Information Presented Absent Somewhat Present
Present

A, Mental Process~ states what 1is
to be learned.

B. Usefulness~ states when skill 1is
useful and why important to
learn

C. Features- states/cues salient elements
of skill.

D. Saquence:
1. states order in which
elements are used.
2. states where this skill fits
into other skills.

E. Example-gives appropriate examples
of skill being used. !

I1. Means for Making Clear

A. Explanation of Information:

1. states or elicits from
students what, why and how--
highlighting the mental
processing. .

2. models the mental processing
needed to use the skill. )

3. briefly summarizes/reviews
what was explained.

B. Interactive Phase:

1. Elicits responses which require
students to do the mental
processing.

2. Elaborates on correct and
incorrect responses with cues,
directives and supportive
feedback.

3. Fades cues and moves from
directives to questions about
student responses.

4, Completely fades cues and
gives supportive feedback and
non-examples.

C. Practice/Application:

1. Provides practice using the
mental processing in connected
text.

2. Guided Application: directs |
students to use strategy in |
next basal selection. 1

l
!
|
i
1

3. Independent Application: directs
students to use strategy when
reading other materials for
pleasure or information
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Revised Rating Form For Explanation

50




1984-85 Teacher Explanation Project

November 1, 1984

1. Information Presented about the Strategy

1'

1.2.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Rate how explicit the teacher is in informing students that the
task to be learned is a strategy for solving a problem encountecred
in reading.

0-~the teacher makes no statement about what is to be learnec
(total absence of...).

l-~the task is named/labeled but there is little information
beyond '"we will learn about prefixes..."

2--the task 1s named/labeled and there is some elaboration beyond
"we will learn about prefixes..."

3--the task is described as an adaptive, flexible strategy ("we
will learn how to...") but it is not an exemplar.

4--an exemplary presentation of the task is an adaptive, fiexible
strategy to solve a problem encountered when reading.

Rate how explicit the teacher is in informing students that the
strategy is useful as they read.

O--there is no statement of where the skill would be used (total
absence of...).

1--the teacher cnly menti-ns that the skill is gencrally useful or
useful in reading but does not specify why or when.

2--the usefulness of the task is related to the future ("when you
get in sixth grade...”) or is vague or general in stating why or
when it is related to particular text ("it helps :ou get
information...").

3--the immediate usefulness of the skill is illustrated with a
specific reference to a particular example but it is not an
exemplar.

4--an exemplary statement of the immediate usefulness of the skill
in reading connected text in which one or more cencrete examples
are used to illustrate.
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1984-85 Teacher Explanation Rating
November 1, 1984

page 2

1.3.

1.4,

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Rate how explicit the teacher is in telling students how to decide
which strategy to select for use when encountering a problem in reading.

0--there is no mention that students will have to select a strategy
to solve the problem (total absence of...).

l--ti.¢ teacher mentions that this skill can be used to solve
a problem but provides no additional information.

2--the teacher mentions that this skill can be used to solve
a problem and provides some information about how to chocse

the appropriate strategy.

3--the problem situation is explicitly specified and how to
select an appropriate strategy is emphasized but it is not
an exemplar.

4-—an exemplary statement of how to recognize that a problem
exists and how to select the appropriate strategy.

Rate how explicit the teacher is in telling students how to
perform the strategy tou solve the problem when reading real

text.

0--there is no explan.tion of how to perform -he strategy
(total absence of...).

l--there is an explanation but it is stated as a —ule to be
memorized or a3 a procedure to be recalled an no examples

are provided.

2--the teacher talks about the rule and/or procedure as a routine
to be applied without variation and examples are provided.

3-—the teacher shows situdents how to follow mental steps and a
sequence in a flexible, adaptive manner but it is not an
exemplar.

4—-an exemplary description in which the teacher shows students
how to follow mental steps and a sequence flexibly and adaptively
when performing the strategy.
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1984-85 Teacher Explanation Rating

November 1, 1984
page 3

II. The Means Used to Present the Information
2.1. Rate how explicit the teacher is in introducing the lesson.

0--the teacher makes nc introductory statements or overview
regarding the lesson (total absence of...).

1--the teacher makes an introductory or overview statement
about what i: to be learned, but does not mention why or
how.

2--the f<acner makes ar introductory or overview statemert
abou” «»32 is to be learned and either why or how (but
not & .cu).

3--the teacher makes an introductory or overview statement
that includes information about what, why aad how, but
i¢ is not an exemplar.,

4--the teacher makes an exemplary introductory or overview
statement about the stritegy to be learned, the 'real
text" situatica in which it wil! “e applied and what to
attend to when using it.

2.2, Rate how explicit the teacher i: in modeling for students the
mental steps in identifying the problem, selecting the strategy,
and applying the strategy.

0--the teacher does not model how to do the task at any point
in the lesson (total absence of...).

l--the teacher models procedural .u.e of a rule.

2--the teacher models the steps to be followed as a procedure
but does not make the invisibie visible.

3--the teacher models mental steps in using the strategy adaptively
(makes the invisible visible) but uses artificial text samples
or otherwise is not an exemplar.,

4--the teacher provides an exemplary model of how to use mental
steps in applying the strategy adaptively to a sample of
natural, connected text.
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1984-85 Teacher Explanation Rating

November 1, 1984
page 4

2.3. Rate how well the teacher shifts the instructional interaction
frcm teacher regulation of the strategy to student control of
the strategy.

O0--th« teacher does not provide any guided practice (total
absence of...).

1--the teacher requires the students to provide answers to
tasks which presumably call for the use of the skill (in a
recitation or assessment mode).

2--the teacher moves from teacher regulation tc student
regulation but the emphasis is on answers rather than
student mental processing.

3--the teacher moves from tezcher regulation to student control
and emphasizes student mental processing rather than answers,
but it is not an exemplact.

4--the teacher provides an exemplary series of trials which are
¢’ aracterized by increasaz studet mental precessing, by
much teacher assista " ¢z:’v it the lesson, by teacher
monitoring of stude:. . » «f mental prucesses, by gradual
diminishing of assistince as “i.e lesson progresses, and by
making reference to the monitoring of student P.osponses in
asking for subsequent responses.

2.4. Rate how well the teacher elicits responses which require
students to verbalize how they arrived at their answer.

O0--the teacher does not elicit student responses to the skill
of the task (total absence of...).

l1--the teacher elicits right answers and does not require
students tc state how thev k.ow the answer.

2- -the teach=rrequires students to state how they got answers
wut focuses on precedural recall rather than knowing how to
get the answer.

3--the teacher requires stud:znts to explain how they got the
answer but has individual students verbalize individual
steps rather than having each student verbalize all the steps,
or otherwise faiis to be an exemplar.

4--the teacher's elicitations are exemplary, requiring each
student to verbalize all themental steps used in applying
the skill strategically.
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1984-85 Teacher Explanation Rating

November 1, 1984
page 5

2.5. Rate how well the teacher brings closure tc the observed lesson
(or lesson segment).

0--there is no evidence of closure to the lesscn (toral. absence
of...).

1--the teacher ends the lesson but makes no summary statement
abo ut the skill being taught.

2-—t™e teacher makes a summar * - :~“emunt hut does not include all
~formation (the what, th.. v+ nad the how).

Z--1he teacher ends the lesson with a summarv statement about what

was learned, why it wac learna2d and how to do it (but does so
without student involvement or otherwise fails to be an exemplar).

4-—-the teacher provides exemplary closure by involving students in
summarizing and/or in reviewing, or in using the skill strategically
in natural connected text, or by reminding them that it is inm
such natural connected text that the skill will be used.

iII. Intra- and Inter-Lesson Cohesion

1. Rate how successful the teacher i: i- bringing a sense of c¢. tesion
to the lesson.

O-~there is no recognizable sequence or cohesion within the lesscn
(total absence of...).

1--the teacher's lesson has some evidence of a logical sequence
but there are frequent inconsistencies and breaks.

2-~the teacher's lesson reflects a logical progression but contains
some inconsistencies or br..uks in lesscn focus or breaks in
activity flow.

3--the lesson has structure, is consistent, is focused and flows
smoothly but is not an exemplar.

4--the teacher provides a lesson which is exemplary in terms of
internal structure, consistency, focus and flow.
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1984-35 Teacher Explanation Rating
Novezber 1, 1984
page 6

2. Ratz now successful the teacher is in communicating a sense of
cohezion with past and future lessons.

O--thereis not recognizcble connection to past and future lessons
(total absence of...).

1--the teacher refers to past lessons but makes no reference to
future lessons or refers to future lessons but makes no
reference to past lessons.

2-~the teacher refers to past and future lessons but there is
little evidence of cohesion.

3--the teacher refers to past and future lessons, achieves some
cohesion across lessons, but it is no exemplar.

4--the teacher provides an exemplary lesson in terms of its
cohesion across lessons.
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